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Many people think this could not happen to them because it’s a
race issue or a poverty issue or a result of poor parenting... It is
time that the world is made aware of some facts — we do not do
this for our health. We ... spend thousands of dollars in legal
battles, and change our lifestyles for the simple reason that we
love these children. Even fearing what might happen, the stress of
caring for my grandchildren is much better than the stress of not
knowing where or how they are.
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~ Susan Sparks, Caregiver

Economic Services Administration
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November 1, 2002
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

In June 2002, the Washington State Institute for Public Policy (WSIPP) issued its
report, Kinship Care in Washington State: Prevalence, Policy, and Needs, as
directed by the 2001 State Legislature. In the 2002 legislative session, Substitute
House Bill 1397 (Chapter 144, Laws of 2002 — Chapter 74.13 RCW) directed the
Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS) to “convene a kinship
caregivers working group” to brief the Legislature by November 1, 2002, on
“policy issues to be considered in making kinship care a robust component of the
out-of-home placements spectrum.” This Kinship Care Report is the result of
these efforts.

The Kinship Care Workgroup was created on May 29, 2002, when Representative
Kip Tokuda hosted a meeting of interested stakeholders in Seattle. At the next
meeting in June, four subcommittees were formed, roughly parallel to the key
issue areas identified in the WSIPP report — financial needs, legal issues, social
services, and systems change. (The systems change subcommittee addressed the
issues of “bureaucratic barriers” and “information gaps” from the WSIPP report.)
Recommendations were drafted by the subcommittees and reviewed and ratified
by the full Workgroup. More than 100 individuals participated, including
grandparents and other relative caregivers, DSHS and other state agency staff,
legislative staff, representatives of the legal community, and advocates for
children and families.

Recommendations

The Kinship Care Workgroup is putting forward 16 high priority
recommendations for legislative and/or administrative action, and an additional 7
medium priority recommendations. Of these 16, the Workgroup recommends 11
for short-term implementation (during the 2003-2005 biennium) and 5 for long-
term implementation (during the 2005-2007 biennium). The 16 high priority
recommendations are summarized below and described in greater detail in the full
report where they are organized by issue areas. The medium priority
recommendations are presented only in the full report. The report concludes with
a high priority/short-term recommendation for continued oversight.

~ High priority/Short-Term Recommendations ~

e Provide full TANF payment for second child in kinship families. Make
the full TANF single-child benefit ($349 per month) available initially to the
second child in multiple children families, with the expectation of extending
the benefit to additional children in future years. (Recommendation I.B.)
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e Strengthen relative search process. The Children’s Administration should
strengthen elements of the relative search process that will increase the
number of children placed with willing and able relatives when out-of-home
placement is required. (Recommendation I1.A4.)

e Create kinship navigator positions. Train and establish “Kinship Care
Navigators” in each DSHS region. These positions could be supported
through a public-private partnership and would facilitate kinship caregivers’
access to resources. (Recommendation I1.B.)

e Implement aggressive public education and awareness campaign on
kinship care issues. Such a campaign should include Kinship Care Advocate
positions in key state agencies, consolidation of existing resource guides,
multiple media strategies, and culturally appropriate outreach to underserved
communities, including tribes and migrant and immigrant groups.
(Recommendation I1.C.)

e Improve the delivery of TANF benefits to relative caregivers. DSHS
should take immediate steps to streamline the application process for non-
needy relative caregivers and formalize a policy of less frequent eligibility
reviews. This must include establishing consistency among the now widely
divergent practices in different Community Services Offices.
(Recommendation I1.D.)

e Create an educational/medical consent waiver. Washington will adopt a
Caregiver’s Authorization Affidavit modeled on one that has operated
successfully in California since 1994. It would authorize relative caregivers to
enroll the child in school and obtain medical care for the child.
(Recommendation I11.A.)

o Establish a legal services pilot project. Create a pilot project in which
kinship care attorneys would collaborate with law schools and social service
agencies to develop a holistic approach to serving the legal needs of kinship
caregivers within a specific geographic area. (Recommendation I11.B.)

e Create a statewide respite care inventory. Support a statewide inventory of
respite care services, modeled on the inventory recently completed for King
County by the Respite and Crisis Care Coalition of Washington State.
(Recommendation 1V.A.)

e Establish a support services fund for relative caregivers. Double current
funding for emergency support services for kinship families served through
the Children's Administration and establish a separate fund for kinship
families not served by the Children’s Administration, with monies possibly
distributed through private, non-profit agencies. (Recommendation IV.C.)

e Support Lifespan Respite Care Act of 2002 and position state to receive
funding. Senate Bill 2489, recently introduced in Congress, offers an
opportunity for federal funding to support development of a comprehensive
respite care system. (Recommendation V.A.)
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~ High Priority/Long-Term Recommendations ~

e Provide full TANF payment for all multiple-child kinship families. Make
an additional payment available to all relative caregivers receiving TANF
grants and caring for more than one child so that they receive $349 per month
for each child in their care. (Recommendation 1.4.)

¢ Promote systems collaboration. Promote a collaborative system to serve
kinship families by developing cross-system information sharing, training for
DSHS staff on kinship issues and resources, and consistent policy and practice
within programs that serve kinship families. (Recommendation IL.E.)

¢ Provide CASA/GAL services. Remove the “good cause” exception from
RCW 13.34.100, in accordance with the provisions of the Child Abuse
Prevention and Treatment Act, in order to require the appointment of a
CASA/GAL to represent every dependent child in Washington State.
(Recommendation I11.C.)

e Provide respite care services for relative caregivers. Provide these services
by: (1) establishing a respite care pilot project for kinship families; (2)
broadening the Respite Care Services statute administered by Aging and Adult
Services Administration (Chapter 74.41 RCW) and adding new funds; and (3)
creating respite care funding for kinship caregivers caring for related children
placed by the Division of Children and Family Services. (Recommendation
1IV.B.)

e Amend National Family Caregiver Support Program/Older Americans
Act. Washington State should advocate for expansion of the National Family
Caregiver Support Program under the Older Americans Act to include serving
kinship providers 55 and over. (Recommendation V.B.)

~ Concluding Recommendation ~

e Ensure continued oversight of kinship care activities. The Legislature
should mandate and fund an ongoing committee of relative caregivers and
others to oversee the implementation of the recommendations in this report
and continue future work to make kinship care “a robust component of the
out-of-home placements spectrum.” (Recommendation VI.A.)
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PREAMBLE

Background

In June 2002, the Washington State Institute for Public Policy (WSIPP) issued its
report “Kinship Care in Washington State: Prevalence, Policy, and Needs,” as
directed by the 2001 State Legislature. In the 2002 Legislative Session, Substitute
House Bill 1397 (Chapter 144, Laws of 2002 — Chapter 74.13 RCW) directed the
Department of Social and Health Services to “convene a kinship caregivers
Workgroup” to brief the Legislature by November 1, 2002 on “policy issues to be
considered in making kinship care a robust component of the out-of-home
placements spectrum.” This Kinship Care Report is the result of those efforts.

The Kinship Care Workgroup was formed on May 29, 2002, when Representative
Kip Tokuda hosted a meeting of interested stakeholders in Seattle. At the next
meeting in June, four subcommittees were formed roughly parallel to the key
issue areas identified in the WSIPP report — financial needs, legal issues, social
services, and systems change. (The systems change subcommittee addressed the
issues of “bureaucratic barriers” and “information gaps” from the WSIPP report.)
Recommendations were drafted by the subcommittees and reviewed and ratified
by the full Workgroup. More than 100 individuals participated, including
grandparents and other relative caregivers, DSHS and other state agency staff,
legislative staff, representatives of the legal community, and advocates for
children and families.

Kinship Families in Washington State

Kinship families are a great and valuable resource to our child welfare system and
to the state as a whole. These families take on the responsibility of caring for
children when parents are unable due to a variety of circumstances, including
abuse and neglect, economic conditions, illness, substance abuse, incarceration,
death, and other family situations. As noted in SHB 1397, relatives are
increasingly assuming the responsibility for raising the children of loved ones.
According to the June 2002, WSIPP report on "Kinship Care in Washington
State," the U.S. Census estimates approximately 86,000 children in Washington
State live in households that include relatives, with or without immediate family
(parents and siblings) present.

WSIPP estimates that 32,000 of these children are in households where
grandparents and other relatives are the primary caregivers. Washington State
parallels the national trend in the growth in percentage of children in the primary
care of grandparents and other relatives. While the majority of these
arrangements do not involve the state’s child welfare system (there are nine
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informal kinship arrangements for every formal arrangement) formal kinship care
has historically been the primary concern of state policy makers. Yet both formal
and informal caregivers face significant and similar challenges in successfully
caring for their related children.

Survey data collected for the WSIPP report identified the following characteristics
of Washington kinship families:

e 73 percent are grandparents.
e 87 percent are women.
e Their average age is 53, with about a quarter of caregivers over age 60.

e 76 percent identify as white, 9 percent as Native American, 9 percent as
African-American, 4 percent as Hispanic, and 2 percent as Asian.

e 39 percent earn less than $20,000 per year, while half are employed.
e The average age of the children in their care is nine years.
e About half care for two or more children.

e They have been caring for these children for an average of almost six
years.

Many kinship families in Washington State do not receive benefits or services
from the state. Those that do are likely involved with the Children’s
Administration (CA) or Economic Services Administration (ESA) of DSHS. In
March 2002:

e CA had 3,879 dependent children placed with 2,715 relative caregiver
families. Almost 90% of these children were in unlicensed relative
placements.

e ESA provided TANF grants to 14,023 children in 8,692 relative caregiver
families. Over 90% of these children were on child-only TANF grants.

Kinship Care Recommendations and Beyond

In the recommendations that follow, the Kinship Care Workgroup identifies a
number of steps that could be taken by the State Legislature, or by the Department
of Social and Health Services through administrative action, to help establish
kinship care as a "robust component of the out-of-home placements spectrum."
Our recommendations are divided into five categories, roughly parallel to the
areas of need identified in the WSIPP report: financial needs, service delivery and
practice, legal issues, social services, and issues for federal action. A concluding
recommendation calls for continued oversight of kinship care activities. In
addition to these categories, we have sorted the recommendations into high versus
medium and short-term versus long-term priorities (see page 8).
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In addition, we would like to set out, in broad terms, our vision for the policy and
institutional environment we believe would best facilitate moving these
recommendations forward.

o  Create and adopt a comprehensive and inclusive definition of kinship care,
which recognizes the range of kinship families and de-stigmatizes and de-
categorizes them. The kinship care definition used in the WSIPP study and
adopted in this report refers to relatives by blood, adoption, or marriage
("relatives of specified degree"). It is the definition that is generally used to
determine eligibility for certain state or federal benefits and as such excludes
many kinship families. A new, more inclusive definition of kinship care
should be a key element of a public education and awareness campaign (see
page 16) and would assist in recognizing the role and value of kinship
families, invite broader community support, and encourage private partners to
share in sustaining these families.

e A more inclusive definition of kinship care would also facilitate outreach to
currently underserved populations, including Native American tribes and
immigrant and migrant communities. While these communities have not
been a focus of this report, their needs should be addressed in implementing
any new kinship care policies and programs.

e Develop a fully integrated system of care to assist relative and kinship
families in accessing appropriate services and referrals. There are various
models for achieving a fully integrated system, including “one stop resource
centers" and the department's current "No Wrong Door" initiative.
Regardless of which model is used, the end result is that kinship families
should not be forced to navigate a confusing web of agencies and programs
on their own.

e  While a fully integrated system of care would be optimum, a collaborative
system that eliminates barriers and increases opportunities to combine
funding streams is a critical interim step toward increasing relative
placements. Activities designed to promote coordinated responses to kinship
caregivers' needs, and that draw on public, private, and community resources,
will improve service delivery to relative caregivers.

e Finally, the Workgroup recommends the development of a set of kinship
care principles that embrace and reflect the cultural and social value that
kinship families provide in creating permanency, family connection, and
stability for children.
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KINSHIP CARE WORKGROUP RECOMMENDATIONS

Priorities at a Glance

High Priority/Short-Term

Provide full monthly payment for second
child on TANF (Rec. I.B.)

Strengthen relative search (Rec. I11.4.)
Create Kinship Navigators (Rec. II.B.)
Implement public education and awareness
campaign (Rec. 11.C.)

Improve delivery of TANF benefits (Rec.
11.D.)

Create educational/medical consent waiver
(Rec. 1IL.A.)

Establish legal services pilot project (Rec.
1I1.B.)

Create statewide respite care inventory
(Rec. 1V.A.)

Establish relative caregiver support
services fund (Rec. IV.C.)

Support Lifespan Respite Act and prepare
for federal funding (Rec. V.A.)

Ensure continued oversight (Rec. VI1.A.)

Medium Priority/Short-Term

Increase oversight and accountability for
non-parent caregivers on TANF (Rec. I.C.)
Incorporate kinship families in Special
Children Health Care Needs pilot (Rec.
ILF.)

Fund legal information packet and website
(Rec. I11.D.)

High Priority/Long-Term

Provide full monthly payment for multiple
children on TANF (Rec. 1.4.)

Promote systems collaboration (Rec. II.E.)
Provide CASA/GAL services (Rec. 111.C.)
Provide respite care services for kinship
families (Rec. IV.B.)

Amend National Family Caregiver Support
Program/Older Americans Act (Rec. V.B.)

Medium Priority/Long-Term

Educate judges and attorneys about kinship
care issues (Rec. IILE.)

Support statewide Unified Family Court
(Rec. IIL.F.)

Expand food stamp eligibility to relative
caregiver families (Rec. V.C.)

Definitions

High Priority - These are the Kinship Care Workgroup’s highest priority
recommendations. Recommendations are not listed in order of importance.

Medium Priority - These recommendations have less urgency but are still considered

important by the Workgroup.

Short-Term - The Workgroup believes these recommendations should be implemented

within the 2003-2005 biennium.

Long-Term — The Workgroup believes these recommendations should be implemented
during the 2005-2007 biennium. Complexity and/or budgetary limitations may inhibit

earlier implementation.

Kinship Care Report to the Legislature
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KINSHIP CARE WORKGROUP RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Financial Needs

~ Recommendation 1.A.: Provide Full Monthly Payment
Jor Multiple Children on TANF ~

This is a high priority, long-term recommendation that could be
accomplished administratively with TANF funds through a change in
household composition rules.

e  Problem Statement
Respondents to the recent Relatives As Parents Program (RAPP)
survey, reported in the WSIPP report, “Kinship Care in Washington
State,” identified financial assistance as their biggest need, with some
needing help just “putting food on the table.” Many cited the disparity
between TANF grants and foster care reimbursements. This disparity is
greatest for relatives caring for more than one child and can be a factor
in relative placement disruptions or the child's movement from TANF
assistance to the foster care system.

e Recommendation
The Workgroup recommends making an additional payment
available to all relative caregivers receiving TANF grants and
caring for more than one child, so that they receive $349 per month
for each child in their care. This would mean increasing the two-
child grant from $440 to $698, a difference of $258, with comparable
increases for additional children. Based on March 2002 caseload data,
4,914 children in 3,165 families would benefit from this proposal.

e Rationale
While this policy change would not fully overcome the disparity
between TANF grants and foster care reimbursements, it would
improve a TANF policy that does not adequately support relatives who
are willing to care for multiple children. Relative caregivers, unlike
parents, are under no legal obligation to care for these children.

e  Cost/Savings
Based on March 2002 caseload data, we estimate a cost of $15 million
per year or $30 million for the biennium. Some of these costs might be
offset to the degree that caregivers receiving TANF who could meet
licensing requirements would be less inclined to move into the more
expensive foster care system. Note also that this estimate includes only
the cost of the actual grant — administrative costs, including data
systems changes, are not included.
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~ Recommendation 1.B.: Provide Full Monthly Payment
Jfor Second Child on TANF ~

This is a high priority, short-term recommendation that could be
accomplished administratively with TANF funds
through a change in household composition rules.

e  Problem Statement
While we believe a full child-only grant ($349) per child for all relative
caregivers is justified, we recognize that under current state budget
constraints, the Legislature may legitimately seek ways to reduce the
cost of such an initiative. In fact, SHB 1397 asked the Kinship Care
Workgroup to consider a “financial means test” as part of its
recommendations. The Workgroup has considered two ways to reduce
the cost of the “full monthly payment for multiple children”
recommendation. The first option, which the Workgroup recommends,
is to extend the benefit initially to the second child in multiple-child
families. The second option, which we reject, is to institute a financial
means test, limiting the benefit to kinship families under a pre-
determined income level.

e Recommendation
Make the benefit available initially only to the second child in
multiple children families, with the expectation of extending the
benefit to additional children in future years. Based on March 2002
caseload data, 3,165 children in 3,165 families would benefit from this
proposal.

e Rationale
Providing a full monthly TANF payment for the second child would
address the financial disparity between TANF and foster care for about
65% of the children impacted by the “Full Monthly Payment for
Multiple Children” recommendation (3,165 children instead of 4,914).
The Workgroup believes this is a reasonable compromise given current
fiscal realities.

e  Cost/Savings
Based on March 2002 caseload data, extending the TANF benefit to the
second child only would cost about $9.8 million per year or $19.6
million for the biennium (grant costs only).

~ Consideration of a Financial Means Test ~

A financial means test would limit the benefit to lower income relative
caregivers, for example, those with incomes at or below 200% or 250% of
the Federal Poverty Level (FPL). Based on the very limited data we have
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(from the RAPP survey), we estimate that about 57.5% of child-only TANF
families headed by a relative have incomes below the 200% FPL eligibility
threshold ($30,040 for a family of three). We estimate about 66.25% of
these families have incomes below the 250% FPL threshold ($37,550 for a
family of three).

A majority of the Workgroup is opposed to a financial means test for any
expanded TANF benefit for relative caregivers. The main concern is that
TANF benefits should address the needs of the children (who are always
subject to a means test), not the financial circumstances of relatives who
have chosen to provide primary care for related children. Relative
caregivers have no legal obligation to care for these children and are already
making significant sacrifices by stepping forward as they do.

We also note that no financial means test is applied to foster care
reimbursement or to assistance for relative caregivers from Working
Connections Child Care. The Workgroup is concerned that a financial
means test would add barriers to participation by relative caregivers whose
children would benefit greatly from additional resources.

Finally, we anticipate substantial workload and administrative costs
associated with implementing a financial means test for a population of this
size.

~ Recommendation 1.C.: Increase Oversight and Accountability for all
Non-Parent Caregivers on TANF ~

This is a medium priority, short-term recommendation. DSHS has the
administrative authority to implement, but legislative action is required
to address the legal and fiscal issues associated with implementation.
This issue remains controversial within the Workgroup.

e  Problem Statement
Currently, the Economic Services Administration requires background
checks only in cases where an adult who is not a “relative of specified
degree” is caring for a TANF-eligible child (in loco parentis cases).
This contrasts with the much greater oversight and accountability of
caregivers in the foster care system. The failure of the current system
to assess caregiver appropriateness and child safety cannot be
considered in the child’s best interest. One option available to address
this issue is to require relative caregivers on TANF to successfully
complete a process to determine child safety in the relative’s home.
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e Recommendation
The Workgroup recommends the analysis, development, and
implementation of increased oversight for all relative caregivers
applying for or in receipt of child-only and family TANF grants.
The Workgroup considered a criminal background check through the
Washington State Patrol and a check through the Children’s
Administration Management Information System (CAMIS), but was
unable to reach consensus on a specific process to ensure child safety;
however, we believe this is an issue requiring further and careful study.

e Rationale
While the overwhelming majority of relative caregivers are responsible
and devoted to the children in their care, the rare occurrence of
exceptions compels the need for minimal oversight and assessment of
child safety in kinship homes. On the other hand, the Workgroup
raised concerns that implementing a process to increase oversight and
accountability for relative caregivers could possibly lead to decreasing
the number of kinship families willing to step forward and provide
homes for related children.

The Workgroup’s inability to reach consensus on a process to provide
oversight and ensure child safety was influenced by:

~ Risk of discouraging potential relative caregivers from applying for
and receiving needed services;

Q

Creating additional barriers for populations that may be “system-
phobic,” financially disadvantaged, or disproportionately
represented in the public welfare systems; and

Q

The lack of an identified process available to relative caregivers to
appeal denial of services.

The Workgroup supports increased oversight for relative caregivers as
a critical and necessary component to kinship placements, but also
recognizes the risks of greater intrusion into the privacy of kinship
families.

e  Cost/Savings
There will be costs associated with further research to determine the
most effective process to ensure oversight and accountability for
children placed with relatives. There will also be costs associated with
implementing a new oversight policy. If criminal background checks
were extended to all relative caregivers on TANF, there would be the
costs of the checks themselves in addition to costs associated with
administrative hearing rights and other workload issues. Costs would
also be associated with processing relative caregivers through the
CAMIS system.
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On the other hand, increased oversight will ensure that children are in
safe environments and decrease the department’s risk for future
litigation costs due to child maltreatment by relative caregivers.

II. Service Delivery and Practice

~Recommendation I1.A.: Strengthen Relative Search Process ~

This is a high priority/short-term recommendation. While some of the
changes identified can be implemented through administrative action,
much of the implementation will require additional funding
from the Legislature.

e  Problem Statement
Out-of-home placement is necessary when a child cannot remain in his
or her home safely. Through legislation, policy, and best practice
standards, Washington is required to consider appropriate relatives
(RCW 13.34.060) when out-of-home placement is required and the
department must intervene. The Children’s Administration’s (CA)
current process does not identify or assess relatives in a consistent or
timely manner. CA’s current policy results in varying efforts to
identify relatives and assess placement appropriateness and to an
inadequate process for relatives to request review of placement
decisions. Lack of standardized procedures to identify relatives is an
unnecessary barrier to relative placements and continued familial
contact. Delayed identification and assessments can additionally lead
to children being placed with inappropriate or unsafe relatives, needless
delay in establishing permanency for a child, and the possibility of
multiple placement episodes. One recommendation, identified in the
recent WSIPP report (page 44), was to “... specify a standard process
that caseworkers would use to more aggressively locate willing and
able relatives to ensure that rigorous efforts are undertaken to recruit
relative caregivers.”

e Recommendation
The Children’s Administration should implement strategies
designed to strengthen elements of the relative search process that
will increase the number of children placed with willing and able
relatives, when out-of-home placement is required. Ata minimum,
strategies to strengthen relative search should incorporate the following
activities:

~ Develop a standardized, statewide protocol to be used for relative
search activities. At a minimum, a standardized protocol would be
defined and documentation would be maintained in the child’s case
record that would: 1) identify relatives, and 2) identify assessment
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criteria and procedures that are followed during initial and ongoing
relative searches. These activities would be required when out-of-
home placement is necessary for child safety in the following
proceedings: Voluntary Placement Agreement (VPA), Shelter Care
and Dependency Hearings, Child in Need of Services (CHINS), and
At-Risk Youth (ARY). As appropriate, Juvenile Courts would
require parents to disclose contact information for relatives to the
caseworker within two weeks of an entered order.

Children’s Administration is completing a Family Home
Assessment pilot project, which includes elements and activities
recommended by the Workgroup. Nevertheless, Workgroup
participants believe the pilot project does not adequately address
the relative search process. The Minnesota Relative Search
document, which could be used as a model for Children’s
Administration’s development of an adequate relative search
protocol, is shown in Appendix 2.

Q

Conduct active outreach efforts to identify and locate relatives
during initial and ongoing case management. The Children’s
Administration is currently developing a policy to establish “due
diligence” activities for birth parents and relative caregivers. The
following would be required elements in policy development:

— Make reasonable efforts to interview known relatives, family,
friends, teachers, and other identified community members who
may have knowledge of the child’s extended family, within 60
days of the child entering out-of-home care.

— Increase the use of family group conferences to engage
extended family members in reunification efforts, permanency
planning, and placement decisions. Family group conferencing
should occur as soon as possible after a child enters foster care
and potential relative placement resources are available.

— At a minimum, contacts with interested relatives would occur as
part of permanency planning activities and change of placement
discussions. Children’s Administration would also establish a
process for ongoing contact with relatives who express interest
in being considered as a placement resource for the child.

— When a decision not to place with a relative occurs, the
department will provide documentation that clearly identifies
the rationale for the decision and corrective action(s) the
relative must take to be considered as a viable placement
option.
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e Rationale
A standardized process to identify and assess kinship caregivers will
assure the department’s compliance with federal, accreditation, and
best practice standards for children in out-of-home placement. Early
identification of appropriate, viable relative placements can reduce the
time a child spends in foster care placements, the incidence of multiple
placements, and the length of time before a child or dependent youth
reaches permanency. A standardized protocol for conducting relative
searches will also assist the Court in making informed decisions
regarding a dependent child’s best interest and appropriateness of
placement, and assure that background checks are completed.

e  Cost/Savings
This recommendation involves various activities, which will require
different levels of resources to support. One example is the use of
Family Group Conferencing, which would require funding to support
dedicated non-case carrying staff positions for successful
implementation.
Efforts designed to increase identification and assessment of relatives
as potential placements for children requiring out-of-home-care would
require resources and staff to support the requirement. Early
identification of willing and appropriate relatives would increase
relative placements and the likelihood that